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WHY THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS MUST 
DECLARE A DETERMINED AND RELENTLESS WAR 
ON THE SOCIALIST-REVOLUTIONARIES 


1) Because that trend in our social thought which gocs by 
the name of “Socialist-Revolutionary” is in fact moving 
away, and has indeed moved away, from the only interna- 
tional theory of revolutionary socialism existing today, i.e., 
from Marxism. In the great split of international Social-De- 
mocracy into an opportunist wing (or, “Bernsteinian”)' and 
a revolutionary wing, this trend has taken up an entirely in- 
definite and impermissibly irresolute position between two 
stools. Basing itself solely on the bourgeois and opportunist 
criticism of Marxism, it has pronounced the latter to have 
been “shaken” (Vestnik Russkoi Revolutsii? No. 2, p. 62), 
and promised, on its part, to “revise” Marxism anew, in its 
own way, but has done nothing whatever to fulfil this 
ominous promise. 

2) Because the Socialist-Revolutionary trend helplessly 
yields to the dominant tendency in Russian social and politi- 
cal thought which should be termed liberal Narodism. Re- 
peating the error of the Narodnaya Volya? and of old Rus- 
sian socialism in general, the Socialist-Revolutionaries fail 
to see the sheer flabbiness and internal contradictions of this 
tendency; their independent creative contribution to Russian 
revolutionary thought is restricted to tacking revolutionary 
phrases on to the old testament of liberal Narodnik wisdom. 
Russian Marxism was the first to undermine the theoretical 
foundations of liberal Narodism, to lay bare its bourgeois 
and petty-bourgeois class content, and to have waged and 
continue to wage war against it, undeterred by the desertion 
of a swarm of critical (=opportunist) Marxists to the enemy 
camp. But the stand the Socialist-Revolutionaries have been 


holding in this war is (at best) one of hostile neutrality; here 
again they have seated themselves between two stools, 
between Russian Marxism (from which they have borrowed 
only a few paltry shreds) and quasi-socialist liberal Narod- 
ism. 
3) Because the Socialist-Revolutionaries, owing to their 
above-mentioned complete lack of principle in questions of 
international and Russian socialism, do not understand or 
do not recognise the only really revolutionary principle, 
that of the class struggle. They do not understand that only 
a party which fuses socialism with the Russian working- 
class movement being engendered with increasing force and 
on an increasing scale by the growth of Russian capitalism 
can be really revolutionary and truly socialist in Russia to- 
day. The attitude of the Socialist-Revolutionaries towards 
the Russian working-class movement has always been that 
of dilettante spectators, and when, for instance, that move- 
ment contracted the illness of Economismt (as a consequence 
of its amazingly rapid growth) the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 
on the one hand, gloated over the mistakes made by people 
who were working at the new and difficult task of rousing 
the masses of the workers, and, on the other hand, put a 
spoke in the wheel of revolutionary Marxism when it 
launched and victoriously carried through the struggle 
against this Economism. A half-hearted attitude towards the 
working-class movement inevitably leads in fact to aloofness 
from it, and owing to this aloofness the Socialist-Revolutio- 
nary Party has no social basis whatever. It does not rely 
upon any social class, for the term class cannot be applied 
to a group of unstable intellectuals who qualify their vague- 
ness and lack of principle as “broadness”. 

4) Because by assuming a disdainful attitude towards 
socialist ideology and seeking to rely simultaneously and in 
an equal degree upon the intelligentsia, the proletariat, and 
the peasantry, the Socialist-Revolutionary Party thereby 
inevitably (whether it wants to or not) leads to the political 
and ideological enslavement of the Russian proletariat by 
Russian bourgeois democracy. A disdainful attitude towards 
theory, evasiveness, and shilly-shallying with regard to so- 
cialist ideology inevitably play into the hands of bourgeois 
ideology. As social strata comparable with the proletariat, 
the Russian intelligentsia and the Russian peasantry can 
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serve as the mainstay only of a bourgeois democratic move 
ment This ıs not only a consideration that stems necessarı 
ly from our teachings as a whole (which ıegard the small 
producer, for instance, as revolutionary only to the extent 
that he makes a clean break with the society of commodity 
economy and capitalism and places himself at the stand 
point of the proletariat) no, it 1s also an absolute fact 
which 1s already beginning to make itself felt At the mo 
ment of the political revolution and on the day after this 
revolution, this fact will inevitably make itself felt with still 
greater force Socialist Revolutionarism is one of the mani 
festations of petty bourgeois ideological instability and pet 
ty bourgeois vulgarisation of socialism, against which Social 
Democracy must and will always wage determined war 

5) Because the practical demands of the programme which 
the Socialist Revolutionaries have I won't say brought for 
ward, but at least outlined have already quite clearly re 
vealed the enormous harm caused in practice by the unprin 
cipled character of this trend For example, their agrarian 
minimum programme as outlined in No 8 of Revolutsionnaya 
Rossiya@ (perhaps ıt would be more correct to say scattered 
among the time worn premises of our Narodism?) in the 
first place misleads both the peasantry by promising it a 
“minimum” socialisation of the land and the working 
class by giving it an entirely wrong impression of the true 
nature of the peasant movement Such frivolous promises 
only compromise a revolutionary party in general, in par 
ticular they compromise the teaching of scientific socialism 
concerning the socialisation of all means of production as 
our ultimate aim Secondly, by including the support and 
development of co operatives in their minimum programme, 
the Socialist Revolutionaries completely abandon the ground 
of revolutionary struggle and degrade their so called social 
ism to the level of the most banal petty bourgeois reform 
ism Thirdly, by opposing the demand of the Social De 
mocrats for the abolition of all the medieval fetters that 
bind our village commune, tie the muzhik to his allotment,® 
deny him freedom of movement, and unavoidably entail his 
humiliation as member of his social estate, the Socialist 
Revolutionaries have shown that they have not been able 
even to safeguard themselves against the reactionary 
doctrines of Russian Narodism 
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6) Because the Socialist-Revolutionarics, by including ter- 
rorism in their programme and advocating it in its present- 
day form as a means of political struggle, are thereby doing 
the most serious harm to the movenent, destroying the in- 
dissoluble ties between socialist work and the mass of the 
revolutionary class. No verbal assurances and vows can dis- 
prove the unquestionable fact that present-day terrorism, 
as practised and advocated by the Socialist-Revolutionaries, 
is not connected in any way with work among the masses, 
for the masses, or together with the masses; that the organi- 
sation of terroristic acts by the Party distracts our very scan- 
ty organisational forces from their difficult and by no means 
completed task of organising a revolutionary workers’ party; 
that in practice the terrorism of the Socialist-Revolutiona- 
ries is nothing else than single combat, a method that has 
been wholly condemned by the experience of history. Even 
foreign socialists are beginning to become embarrassed by 
the noisy advocacy of terrorism advanced today by our So- 
cialist-Revolutionaries. Among the masses of the Russian 
workers this advocacy simply sows harmful illusions, such as 
the idea that terrorism “compels people to think politically, 
even against their will” (Revolutsionnaya Rossiya No. 7, 
p. 4), or that “more effectively than months of verbal propa- 
ganda it is capable of changing the views... of thousands of 
people with regard to the revolutionaries and the meaning 
(1!) of their activity”, or that it is capable of “infusing new 
strength into the waverers, those discouraged and shocked by 
the sad outcome of many demonstrations” (ibid.), and so on. 
These harmful illusions can only bring about early disap- 
pointment and weaken the work of preparing the masses for 
the onslaught upon the autocracy. 


Written in late June-July 1902 


First published in 1923 in the 
magazine Prozhektor No. 14 


REVOLUTIONARY ADVENTURISM 


We are living in stormy times, when Russia’s history is 
marching on with seven league strides, and every year some 
times signifies more than decades of tranquillity Results of 
the half century of the post Reform period’ are being 
summed up, and the corner stone 1s being laid for social and 
political edifices which will determine the fate of the entire 
country for many, many years to come The revolutionary 
movement continues to grow with amazing rapidity and 
“our trends” are ripening (and withering) uncommonly fast 
Trends firmly rooted ın the class system of such a rapidly 
developing capitalist country as Russia almost immediately 
reach their own level and feel their way to the classes they 
are related to An example ıs the evolution of Mr Struve, 
from whom the revolutionary workers proposed to “tear the 
mask” of a Marxist only one and a half years ago and who 
has now himself come forward without this mask as the 
leader (or servant?) of the liberal landlords, people who take 
pride in their earthiness and their sober judgement. On the 
other hand, trends expressing only the traditional instability 
of views held by the intermediate and indefinite sections of 
the intelligentsia try to substitute noisy declarations for 
rapprochement with definite classes, declarations which are 
all the noisier, the louder the thunder of events “At least 
we make an infernal noise” $ such ıs the slogan of many 
revolutionarily minded individuals who have been caught up 
in the maelstrom of events and who have neither theoreti 
cal principles nor social roots 

It ıs to these “noisy” trends that the “Socialist Revolu 
tionaries”, whose physiognomy ıs emerging more and more 
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clearly, also belong. And it is high time for the proletariat 
to have a better look at this physiognomy, and form a clear 
idea of the real nature of these people, who seek the prole- 
tariat’s friendship all the more persistently, the more pal- 
pable it becomes to them that they cannot exist as a separate - 
trend without close ties with the truly revolutionary class of 
society. = 

Three circumstances have served most to disclose the trie 
face of the Socialist-Revolutionaries. These are, first the 
split between the revolutionary Social-Democrats and the 
opportunists, who are raising {Keir heads under the banner 
of the “criticism of Marxism’W Secondly, Balmashov's assas- 
sination of Sipyagin? and the new swing foward terrorism 
in the sentiments of some revolutionaries.Thirdly and main- 
ly, the latest movement among the peasantry, which has 
compelled such that are accustomed to sit between two stools 
and have no programme whatever to come out post factum 
with some semblance of a programme. We shall proceed to 
examine these three circumstances, with the reservation that 
in a newspaper article it is possible to give only a brief out- 
line of the main points in the argument and that we shall 
in all likelihood return to the subject and expound it in 
greater detail in a magazine article, or in a pamphlet. 

It was only in No. 2 of Vestnik Russkoi Revolutsii that 
the Socialist-Revolutionarics finally decided to come out 
with a theoretical statement of principle, in an unsigned 
editorial headed “The World Progress and Crisis of Social- 
ism”. We strongly recommend this article to all who want 
to get a clear idea of utter unprincipledness and vacillation 
in matters of theory (as well as of the art of concealing this 
behind a spate of rhetoric). The entire content of this highly 
noteworthy article may be expressed in a few words. Social- 
ism has grown into a world force, socialism (=Marxism) 
is now splitting as a result of the war of the revolutionaries 
(the “orthodox”) against the opportunists (the “critics”). We, 
Socialist-Revolutionaries, “of course” have never sympa- 
thised with opportunism, but we are overjoyed because of 
the “criticism” which has freed us from a dogma; we too are 
working for a revision of this dogma—and although we 
have as yet nothing at all to show by way of criticism (ex- 
cept bourgeois-opportunist criticism), although we have as 
yet revised absolutely nothing, it is nevertheless that free- 
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dom from theory which redounds to ou: credit That re 
dounds to our credit all the more because, as people free of 
theory, we stand firmly for general unity and vehemently 
condemn all theoretical disputes over principles “A serious 
revolutionary organisation,” Uestnik Russkor Revolutsn (No 
2, p. 127) assures us ın all seriousness, “would give up try 
ing to settle disputed questions of social theory, which al 
ways lead to disunity, although this of course should not 
hinder theoreticians from seeking their solution” or, more 
outspokenly let the writers do the writing and the readers 
do the reading'® and in the meantime, while they are busy 
ing themselves, we will rejoice at the blank Jeft behind 

There ıs no need, of course, to engage in a serious analy 
sis of this theory of deviation from socialism (in the event 
of disputes proper) In our opinion, the crisis of socialism 
makes it incumbent upon any in the least serious socialists 
to devote redoubled attention to theory to adopt more reso 
lutely a strictly definite stand, to draw a sharper line of de 
marcation between themselves and wavering and unreliable 
elements In the opinion of the Socialist Revolutionaries, 
however, if such things as confusion and splits are possible 
“even among Germans”, then it 1s God’s will that we, Rus 
sians, should pride ourselves on our ignorance of whither 
we are drifting In our opinion, the absence of theory de 
prives a revolutionary trend of the right to existence and 
inevitably condemns it, sooner or later, to political bankrupt 
cy In the opinion of the Socialist Revolutionaries, however, 
the absence of theory 1s a most excellent thing, most favour 
able “for unity” As you see, we cannot reach agreement 
with them, for the fact of the matter 1s that we even speak 
different languages There 1s one hope perhaps they will be 
made to see reason by Mr Struve, who also (only more 
seriously) speaks about the elimination of dogma and says 
that “our” business (as 1s the business of any bourgeoisie 
that appeals to the proletariat) 1s not to disunite, but to 
unite Will not the Socialist Revolutionaries ever see, with 
the help of Mr Struve, what 1s really signified by their 
stand of liberation from socialism for the purpose of unity, 
and unity on the occasion of hberation from socialism? 

Let us go over to the second point, the question of 
terrorism 

In their defence of terrorism, which the experience of the 
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Russian revolutionary movement has so cleaıly proved to 
be ineffective, the Socialist Revolutionaries are talking them 
selves blue in the face in asseverating that they recognise 
terrorism only in conjunction with work among the masses, 
and that therefore the arguments used by the Russian Social 
Democrats to refute the efficacy of this method of struggle 
(and which have indeed been refuted for a long time to 
come) do not apply to them Here something very similar 
to their attitude towards “criticism” 1s repeating itself We 
are not opportunists, cry the Socialist Revolutionaries, and 
at the same time they are shelving the dogma of proletarian 
socialism, for reason of sheer opportumist criticism and no 
other We are not repeating the terrorists’ mistakes and are 
not diverting attention from work among the masses, the 
Socialist Revolutionaries assure us, and at the same time en 
thusiastically recommend to the Party acts such as Balma 
shov's assassination of Sipyagin, although everyone knows 
and sees perfectly well that this act was in no way connect 
ed with the masses and, moreover, could not have been by 
reason of the very way in which it was carried out that 
the persons who committed this terrorist act neither counted 
on nor hoped for any definite action or support on the part 
of the masses In their naıvete, the Socialist Revolutiona 
ries do not realise that their predilection for terrorism 1s 
causally most intimately linked with the fact that, from the 
very outset, they have always kept, and still keep, aloof from 
the working class movement, without even attempting to 
become a party of the revolutionary class which 1s waging 
its class struggle Over ardent protestations very often lead 
one to doubt and suspect the worth of whatever it 1s that 
requires such strong seasoning Do not these protestations 
weary them? I often think of these words, when I read as 
surances by the Socialist Revolutionaries “by terrorism we 
are not relegating work among the masses into the back 
ground” After all, these assurances come from the very 
people who have already drifted away from the Social 
Democratic labour movement, which really rouses the 
masses; they come from people who are continuing to drift 
away from this movement, clutching at fragments of any 
kind of theory 

The leaflet issued by the “Party of the Socialist Revolu 
tionaries” on April 3, 1902, mav serve as a splendid ıllustra 
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tion of what has been stated above It is a most realistic 
source, one that 1s very close to the immediate leaders, a most 
authentic source The “presentation of the question of 
terrorist struggle” in this leaflet “coincides ın full’ also “with 
the Party views”, according to the valuable testimony of 
Revolutsionnaya Rossiya (No 7, p 21) * 

The April 3 leaflet follows the pattern of the terrorısts’ 
“latest” arguments with remarkable accuracy The first thing 
that strikes the eye ıs the words “We advocate terrorism, 
not ın place of work among the masses, but precisely for and 
sımultaneously with that work” They strike the eye par 
ticularly because these words are printed in letters three 
times as large as the rest of the text (a device that ıs of 
course repeated by Revolutsionnaya Rossiya) It 1s all really 
so simple! One has only to set “not in place of, but together 
with” in bold type and all the arguments of the Social 
Democrats, all that history has taught, will fall to the 
ground But just read the whole leaflet and you will see that 
the protestation ın bold type takes the name of the masses 
ın vaın The day “when the working people will emerge from 
the shadows” and “the mighty popular wave will shatter the 
iron gates to smithereens” “alas!” (literally, “alas!” “ais 
still a long way off, and ıt ıs frightful to think of the future 
toll of victims!” Do not these words “alas, still a long 
way off” reflect an utter failure to understand the mass 
movement and a lack of faith in it? Is not this argument 
meant as a deliberate sneer at the fact that the working 
people are already beginning to rise? And, finally, even if 
this trite argument were just as well founded as it 1s actual 
ly stuff and nonsense, what would emerge from it in 


* True, Revolutsionnaya Rossiya does some juggling with this point 
also On the one hand “coincides ın fuil”, on the other a hint about 
“exaggerations” On the one hand, Revolutsionnaya Rossiya declares 
that this leaflet comes from only “one group” of Socialist Revolutiona 
ries On the other hand, it 1s a fact that the leaflet bears the imprint 
“Published by the Socialist Revolutionary Party ” Morcover, it carries 
the motto of this same Revolutstonnaya Rossiya (“By struggle vou 
will achieve vour rights”) We appreciate that Revolutsionnaya Ros 
siya finds it disagreeable to touch on this ticklish point, but we believe 
that it 1s simply unseemly to plav at hide and seek in such cases 
The existence of Economism was just as disagreeable to revolutionary 
Social Democracy, but the latter exposed it openly, without ever 
making the shghtest attempt to mislead anyone 
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particularly bold relief would be the inefficacy of terrorism, 
for without the working people all bombs are powerless, 
patently powerless 
Just listen to what follows “Every terrorist blow, as it 
were, takes away part of the strength of the autocracy and 
transfers (') all this strength ['] to the side of the fighters for 
freedom ” “And if terrorism 13 practised systematically ['], 
it ıs obvious that the scales of the balance will finally weigh 
down on our side.” Yes, indeed, ıt is obvious to all that we 
have here in its grossest form one of the greatest prejudices 
of the terrorists political assassination of itself “transfers 
strength”! Thus, on the one hand you have the theory of the 
transference of strength, and on the other “not ın place of, 
but together with”. Do not these protestations weary them? 
But this 1s just the beginning The real thing ıs yet to 
come “Whom are we to strike down?” asks the party of the 
Socialist Revolutionaries, and replies: the ministers, and not 
the tsar, for “the tsar will not allow matters to go to ex 
tremes” (!! How did they find that out??), and besides “it 1s 
also easier” (this is literally what they say!) “No minister 
can ensconce himself in a palace as in a fortress ” And this 
argument concludes with the followıng piece of reasonıng, 
which deserves to be immortalised as a model of the 
“theory” of the Socialist Revolutionaries “Against the crowd 
the autocracy has its soldiers, against the revolutionary or 
ganisations its secret and uniformed police, but what will 
‘save it” (what kind of “it” 1s this? The autocracy? The 
author has unwittingly identified the autocracy with a target 
in the person of a minister whom it 1s easier to stııke down!) 
“ „from individuals or small groups that are ceaselessly, 
and even in ignorance of one another (''), preparing for at 
tach, and are attaching? No force will be of avail against 
elusiveness Hence, our task 1s clear. to remove every one of 
the autocracy's brutal oppressors by the only means that has 
been left ['] us by the autocracy death” No matter how 
many reams of paper the Socialist Revolutionaries may fill 
with assurances that they are not relegating work among 
the masses into the background or disorganising it by their 
advocacy of terrorism their spate of words cannot disprove 
the fact that the actual psychology of the modern terrorist 
is faithfully conveyed in the leaflet we have quoted The 
theory of the transference of strength finds its natural com 
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plement in the theory of elusiveness, a theory which turns 
upside down, not only all past experience, but all common 
sense as well That the only “hope” of the revolution 1s the 
‘crowd”; that only a revolutionary organisation which leads 
this crowd (in deed and not ın word) can fight against the 
police all this ıs ABC. It is shameful to have to prove this 
And only people who have forgotten everything and 
learned absolutely nothing could have decided “the other 
way about”, arriving at the fabulous, howling stupidity that 
the autocracy can be “saved” from the crowd by soldiers, 
and from the revolutionary organısatıons by the police, but 
that there 1s no salvation from individuals who hunt down 
muinisters!! 

This fabulous argument, which we are convinced is des 
tined to become notorious, 1s by no means simply a curiosi 
ty. No, it 1s instructive because, through a sweeping reduction 
to an absurdity, it reveals the principal mistake of the terror 
ists, which they share with the Economists (perhaps one 
might already say, with the former representatives of de 
ceased Economism?) This mistake, as we have already poin 
ted out on numerous occasions, consists ın the failure to un 
derstand the basic defect of our movement Because of the 
extremely rapid growth of the movement, the leaders lagged 
behind the masses, the revolutionary organisations did not 
come up to the level of the revolutionary activity of the pro 
letarıat, were incapable of marching on ın fiont and leading 
the masses That a discrepancy of this sort exists cannot be 
doubted by any conscientious person who has even the slight 
est acquaintance with the movement And if that ıs so, it 
is evident that the present day terrorists are really Econo 
mists turned inside out, going to the equally foolish but op 
posite extreme At a time when the revolutionaries are short 
of the forces and means to lead the masses, who are already 
rising, an appeal to resort to such terrorist acts as the or 
ganisation of attempts on the lives of ministers by individu- 
als and groups that are not known to one another means, not 
only thereby breaking off work among the masses, but also 
introducing downright disorganisation into that work 

We, revolutionaries, “are accustomed to huddling together 
in timid knots,” we read in the April 3 leaflet, “and even 
[N B) the new, bold spirit that has appeared during the last 
two or three years has so far done more to raise the senti 
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ments of the crowd than of individuals ” These words unin 
tentıonally express much that ıs true And ıt ıs thıs very 
truth that deals a smashing rebuff to the propagandists of 
terrorism From this truth every thinking socialist draws 
the conclusion that it 1s necessary to use group action more 
energetically, boldly, and harmoniously The Socialist 
Revolutionaries, however, conclude “Shoot, elusive individu 
al, for the knot of people, alas, is still a long way off, and 
besides there are soldiers against the knot” This really de 
fies all reason, gentlemen! 

Nor does the leaflet eschew the theory of excitative ter 
rorism “Each time a hero engages in single combat, this 
arouses ın us all a spuit of struggle and courage,” we are 
told But we know from the past and see in the present that 
only new forms of the mass movement or the awakenıng of 
new sections of the masses to independent struggle really 
rouses a spirit of struggle and courage zn all. Single combat 
however. inasmuch as it remains single combat waged by the 
Balmashovs, has the immediate effect of simply creating a 
short fived sensation, while indirectly it even Jeads to apathy 
and passive waiting for the next bout We are further as 
sured that “every ilash of terrorism hghts up the mind”, 
which, unfortunately, we have not noticed to be the case with 
the terrorism preaching party of the Socialist Revolutiona 
ries We are presented with the theory of big work and petty 
work “Let not those who have greater strength, greater op 
portunities and resolution rest content with petty ['] work, 
let them find and devote themselves to a big cause the 
propaganda of terrorism among the masses ['), the prepara 
tion of the intricate... (the theory of elusiveness 1s already 
forgotten!) . . terrorist ventures ” How amazingly clever this 
is in all truth to sacrifice the life of a revolutionary for the 
sake of wreaking vengeance on the scoundrel Sipyagin, who 
is then replaced by the scoundrel Plehve that 1s big work 
But to prepare, for instance, the masses for an armed dem 
onstration that is petty work This very point ıs explained 
in No 8 of Revolutsionnaya Rossıya, which declares that 
“it 1s easy to write and speak” of armed demonstrations “as 
a matter of the vague and distant future”, “but up till now 
all this talk has been merely of a theoretical nature”. How 
well we know this language of people who are free of the 
constraint of firm socialist convictions, of the burdensome 
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experience of each and every kind of popular movement! 
They confuse immediately tangible and sensational results 
with practicalness To them the demand to adhere steadfast 
ly to the class standpoint and to maintain the mass nature 
of the movement 1s “vague” “theorising”. In their eyes de 
finitiveness ıs slavish compliance with every turn of senta 
ment and and, by reason of this compliance, inevitable 
helplessness at each turn Demonstrations begin and blood 
thirsty words, talk about the beginning of the end, flow 
from the lips of such people The demonstrations halt their 
hands drop helplessly, and before they have had time to 
wear out a pair of boots they are already shouting “The 
people, alas, are still a long way off . .” Some new outrage 
1s perpetrated by the tsar's henchmen and they demand to 
be shown a “definite” measure that would serve as an ex 
haustive reply to that particular outrage, a measure that 
would bring about an immediate “transference of strength”, 
and they proudly promise this transference! These people 
do not understand that this very promise to “transfer” 
strength constitutes political adventurism, and that their ad 
venturism stems from their lack of principle 

The Social Democrats will always warn against adventur 
ism and ruthlessly expose illusions which inevitably end in 
complete disappointment We must bear in mind that a 
revolutionary party is worthy of its name only when it 
guides an deed the movement of a revolutionary class We 
must bear in mind that any popular movement assumes an 
infinite variety of forms, 1s constantly developing new forms 
and discarding the old, and effecting modifications or new 
combinations of old and new forms It 1s our duty to parti 
cipate actively in this process of working out means and meth 
ods of struggle When the students’ movement became 
sharper, we began to call on the workers to come to the aid 
of the students (/skra !! No 2*) without taking it upon our 
selves to forecast the forms of the demonstrations, without 
promising that they would result ın an immediate transfe 
rence of strength, in lighting up the mind, or a special elu 
siveness When the demonstrations became consolidated, we 
began to call for their organisation and for the arming of the 
masses, and put forward the task of preparing a popular up 


* See V I Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 4, pp 41419 Fd 
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rising Without in the least denying violence and terrorism in 
principle, we demanded work for the preparation of such 
forms of violence as were calculated to bring about the di 
rect participation of the masses and which guaranteed that 
participation We do not close our eyes to the difficulties of 
this task, but will work at it steadfastly and persistently, un 
deterred by the objections that this ıs a matter of the “vague 
and distant future” Yes, gentlemen, we stand for future 
and not only past forms of the movement We give prefer 
ence to long and arduous work on what promises a future 
rather than to an “easy” repetition of what has been con 
demned by the past We shall always expose people who in 
word war against hackneyed dogmas and ın practice hold 
exclusively to such moth eaten and harmful commonplaces as 
the theory of the transference of strength, the difference be 
tween big woık and petty work and, of course, the theory of 
single combat “Just as in the days of yore the peoples’ bat 
tles were fought out by their leaders in single combat, so 
now the terrorists will win Russia’s freedom in single combat 
with the autocracy,” the April 3 leaflet concludes The mere 
reprinting of such sentences provides their refutation 

Anyone who really carries on his revolutionary work in 
conjunction with the class struggle of the protetariat very 
well knows, sees and feels what vast numbers of immediate 
and direct demands of the proletariat (and of the sections 
of the people capable of supporting the latter) remain un 
satisfied He knows that in very many places, throughout vast 
areas, the working people are literally straining to go into 
action, and that their ardour runs to waste because of the 
scarcity of literature and leadership, the lack of forces and 
means in the revolutionary organisations And we find our 
selves we see that we find ourselves in the same old vi 
cious circle that has so long hemmed in the Russian revolu 
tion like an omen of evil On the one hand, the revolutiona 
ıy ardour of the insufficiently enlightened and unorganised 
crowd runs to waste On the other hand, shots fired by the 
“elusive individuals” who are losing faith in the possibility 
of marching in formation and working hand in hand with 
the masses also end ın smoke 

But things can still be put to rights, comrades! Loss of 
faith in a real cause is the rare exception rather than the 
rule The urge to commit terrorist acts 1s a passing mood 
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Then let the Social Demociats close their ranks, and we 
shall fuse the militant organisation of revolutionaries and 
the mass heroism of the Russian proletariat into a single 
whole! 


In the next article we shall deal with the agrarian 
programme of the Socialist Revolutionaries 


The Socialist Revolutionarıes’ attitude to the peasant 
movement 1s of particular interest It 1s precisely in the ag 
rarian question that representatives of the old Russian so 
cialism, their liberal Narodmk descendants, and also adher 
ents of opportunist criticism who are so numerous in Russia 
and so vociferously pass assurances that on this score Marx 
ism has already been conclusively disproved by the “critics” 
have always considered themselves especially strong Our So 
cialist Revolutionaries too are tearing Marxism to shreds, 
so to speak “dogmatic prejudices. . outlived dogmas long 
since refuted by life . the revolutionary intelligentsia has 
shut its eyes to the countryside, revolutionary work among 
the peasantry was forbidden by orthodoxy”, and much else 
in this vein It 1s the current fashion to kick out at orthodo 
xy But to what subspecies must one relegate those of the 
kickers who did not even manage to draw up an outline for 
an agrarian programme of their own before the commence- 
ment of the peasant movement? When Iskra sketched its 
agrarian programme as early as in No 3,* Uestmk Russkoi 
Revolutsu could only mutter “Given such a presentation of 
the question, still another of our differences is fading away” 

what happened here ıs that the editors of Uestnik Russkoi 
Revolutsu had the mishap of utterly failing to understand 
Iskra’s presentation of the question (the “introduction of the 
class struggle into the countryside”) Revolutsionnaya Ros- 
sıya now belatedly refers to the pamphlet entitled The Next 
Question, although it contains no programme whatever, 
out only panegyrics on such “celebrated” opportunists as 

ertz 

And now these same people who before the commence 
ment of the movement were in agreement both with 1skra 


* See V I Lenin, Collected Works, Vol 4, pp 49028 Fd 
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and with Hertz come out, on the day following the peasant 
uprising, with a manifesto * from the peasant league (') of 
the Socialist Revolutionary Party”, a manifesto ın which 
you will not find a single syllable really emanating from the 
peasantry, but only a literal repetition of what you have 
read hundreds of times ın the writings of the Narodniks, the 
liberals, and the “critics” . It 1s said that courage can 
move mountains That ıs so, Messrs the Socialist Revolutio 

nantes, but it is not to such courage that your garish adver 

tisement testifies 

We have seen that the Socialist Revolutionaries’ greatest 
“advantage” hes in their freedom from theory, their 
greatest skill consists in their ability to speak without 
saying anything But in order to present a programme, one 
must nevertheless say something It ıs necessary, for instance, 
to throw overboard the “dogma of the Russian Social 
Democrats of the late eighties and eaily nincties to the ef 
fect that there 1s no revolutionary force save the urban pro 
letarıat” What a handy little word “dogma” 1s! One need 
only slightly twist an opposing theory, cover up this twist 
with the bogy of “dogma” and there you are! 

Beginning with the Communist Mamfesto, all modern 
socialism rests on the indisputable truth that the proletariat 
alone 1s a really revolutionary class in capitalist society The 
other classes may and do become revolutionary only ın part 
and only under certain conditions What, then, must one 
think of people who have “transformed” this truth into a 
dogma of the Russian Social Democrats of a definite period 
and who try to convince the naive reader that this dogma 
was “based entirely on the belief that open political struggle 
lay far ın the future”? 

To counter Marx’s doctrine that there ıs only one really 
revolutionary class in modern society, the Socialist Revolu 
tionaries advance the trinity “the intelligentsia, the prole 
tariat, and the peasantry”, thereby revealing a hopeless con 
fusion of concepts If one sets the intelligentsia against the 
proletariat and the peasantry it means that one considers 
the former a definite social stratum, a group of persons oc 
cupying just as definite a social position as 1s occupied by 
the wage workers and the peasants But as such a stratum 
the Russian intelligentsia 1s precisely a bourgeois and petty 
bourgeois intelligentsia With regard to this stratum, 
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Mr Struve is quite right ın calling his paper the mouthpiece 
of the Russian intelligentsia However, ıf one is referring to 
those intellectuals who have not yet taken any definite social 
stand, or have already been thrown off their normal stand 
by the facts of life, and are passing over to the side of the 
proletariat, then it 1s altogether absurd to contrapose this in 
telligentsia to the proletariat Like any other class in modern 
society, the proletariat 1s not only advancing intellectuals 
from its own midst, but also accepts into its ranks supporters 
from the midst of all and sundry educated people The cam 
paign of the Socialist Revolutionaries against the basic “dog 
ma” of Marxism is merely additional proof that the entire 
strength of this party 1s represented by the handful of Rus 
sian intellectuals who have broken away from the old, but 
have not yet adhered to the new. 

The Socialist Revolutionaries’ views on the peasantry are 
even more muddled To take just the posing of the question 
“What social classes in general {'] always ['') cling to the 
existing . [the autocratic only? or bourgeois in general”) 

order, guard it and do not yield to revolutionisation?” 
As a matter of fact, this question can be answered only by 
another question what elements of the intelligentsia in gen 
eral always cling to the existing chaos of ideas, guard ıt 
and do not yield to a definite socialist world outlook? But 
the Socialist Revolutionaries want to give a serious answer 
to an insignificant question To “these” classes they refer, 
first, the bourgeoisie, since its “interests have been satisfied”. 
This old prejudice that the interests of the Russian bourgeoi 
sie have already been satisfied to such a degree that we nei 
ther have nor can have bourgeois democracy in our country 
(cf. Vestnik Russkor Revolutsa No 2, pp 132 33) ıs now 
shared by the Economists and the Socialist Revolutionaries 
Again, won’t Mr Struve teach them some common sense? 

Secondly, the Socialist Revolutionaries include among 
these classes the “petty bourgeots strata” “whose interests are 
individualistic, undefined as class interests, and do not lend 
themselves to formulation ın a reformative or revolutionary 
socio political programme”. Whence this has come, the Lord 
alone knows. It ıs common knowledge that the petty bour 
geoisie does not always and in general guard the existing 
order, but on the contrary often takes revolutionary action 
even against the bourgeoisie (specifically, when ıt joins the 
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proletariat) and very often against absolutism, and that it 
almost always formulates programmes of social reform. Our 
author has simply come out with a “noisier” declaration 
against the petty bourgeoisie, in accordance with the “prac 
tical rule”, which Turgenev expressed through an “old fox” 
in one of his “Poems in Prose” “Cry out most loudly 
against those vices you yourself feel guilty of ”'? And so, 
since the Socialist Revolutionaries feel that the only social 
basis of their position between two stools can be perhaps pro 
vided only by certain petty bourgeois sections of the intelli 
gentsia, they therefore write about the petty bourgeoisie as if 
this term does not signify a social category, but 1s simply a 
polemical turn of speech They likewise want to evade the 
unpleasant fact of their failure to understand that the peas 
antry of today belongs, as a whole, to the “petty bourgeois 
strata”. Won't you try to give us an answer on this score, 
Messrs the Socialist Revolutionaries? Won't you tell us 
why it 1s that, while repeating snatches of the theory of 
Russian Marxism (for example, about the progressive signifi 
cance of peasant outside employment and trampıng), you 
turn a blind eye to the fact that this same Marxism has re 
vealed the petty bourgeois make up of Russian peasant econ 
omy? Won’t you explain to us how it 1s possible in con 
temporary society for “proprietors or semi proprietors” not 
to belong to the petty bourgeois strata? 

No, harbour no hopes! The Socialist Revolutionaries will 
not reply, they will not say or explain anything bearing 
upon the matter, for they (again like the Economists) have 
thoroughly learned the tactic of pleading ignorance when 
1t comes to theory Revolutsionnaya Rossiya looks meaningly 
towards Vestnik Russkoı Revolutsu that ıs their job, they 
say (cf No 4, reply to Zarya'’), while UVestnik Russkos Re 
volutsi informs its readers of the exploits of the opportunist 
critics and keeps on threatening to make its criticism ever 
sharper That is hardly enough, gentlemen! 

The Socialist Revolutionaries have kept themselves pure 
of the baneful influence of modern socialist doctrines. They 
have fully preserved the good old methods of vulgar social 
ism We are confronted by a new historical fact, a new 
movement among a certain section of the people They do 
not examine the condition of this section or set themselves 
the aim of eaplaining its movement by the nature of that 
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section and its relation to the developing economic structure 
of society as a whole To them, all this is an empty dogma, 
outlived orthodoxy They do things more simply: what is ıt 
that the representatives of the rising section themselves are 
speaking about” Land, additional allotments, redistribution 
of the land There it 1s in a nutshell You have a “semi 
socialist programme”, “a thoroughly correct principle”, “a 
bright idea”, “an ideal which already lives in the peasant's 
mind in embryo form”, etc All that ıs necessary ıs to “brush 
up and elaborate this ideal”, bring out the “pure idea of so 
cialism”. You find this hard to believe, reader? It seems in 
credible to you that this Narodmk junk should again be 
dragged into the light of day by people who so glibly re 
peat whatever the latest book may tell them? And yet this 
ıs a fact, and all the words we have quoted are in the decla 
ration “from the peasant league” published in No 8 of 
Revolutsionnaya Rossiya 

The Socialist Revolutionaries accuse Iskra of having pre 
maturely tolled the knell of the peasant movement by des 
cribing it as the last peasant revolt The peasantry, they in 
form us, can participate in the socialist movement of the pro 
letariat as well This accusation testifies to the confusion of 
thought among the Socialist Revolutionaries They have not 
even grasped that the democratic movement against the rem 
nants of serf ownership is one thing, and the socialist move 
ment against the bourgeoisie is quite another Since they 
have failed to understand the peasant movement itself, they 
have likewise been unable to understand that the words in 
Iskra, which frightened them so, refer only to the former 
movement Not only has /skra stated in its programme that 
the small producers (including the peasants), who are being 
ruined, can and should participate in the socialist movement 
of the proletariat, but ıt has also defined the exact conditions 
for this participation The peasant movement of today, how 
ever, 1s not at all a socialist movement directed against the 
bourgeoisie and capitalism. On the contrary, it unites the 
bourgeois and the proletarian elements ın the peasantry, 
which are really one ın the struggle against the remnants of 
the serf owning system The peasant movement of today is 
leading and will lead to the establishment, not of a so 
cialist or a semi socialist way of hfe in the countryside, but 
of a bourgeois way of life, and will clear away the feudal 
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debris clutterıng up the bourgeois foundatıons that have 
already arisen ın our countryside 

But all this 1s a sealed book to the Socialist Revolution 
aries They even assure /skra in all seriousness that to clear 
the way for the development of capitalism ıs an empty dog 
ma, since the “reforms” (of the sixties) “did clear ('] full 
{'') space for the development of capitalism” That ıs what 
can be written by a glib person who lets a facile pen run 
away with him and who imagines that the “peasant league” 
can get away with anything: the peasant won't see through 
it! But kindly reflect for a moment, my dear author: have 
you never heard that remnants of the serf owning system 
retard the development of capitalism? Don’t you think that 
this is even all but tautological? And haven't you read 
somewhere about the remnants of serf ownership ın the 
present day Russian countryside? 

Iskra says that the impending revolution will be a bour 
geois revolution The Socialist Revolutionaries object it will 
be “primarily a political revolution and to a certain extent 
a democratic revolution” Won't the authors of this pretty 
objection try to explain this to us does history know of any 
bourgeois revolution, or 1s such a bourgeois revolution con 
ceivable, that is not “to a certain extent a democratic 
revolution”? Why, even the programme of the Socialist 
Revolutionaries themselves (equalitarian tenure of land that 
has become social property) does not go beyond the limits 
of a bourgeois programme, since the preservation of com 
modity production and toleration of private farming, even if 
it is conducted on common land, m no way eliminates 
capitalist relationships in agriculture 

The greater the levity with which the Socialist Revolution 
aries approach the most elementary truths of modern social 
ism, the more easily do they invent “most elementary de 
ductions”, even taking pride in the fact that their “pro 
gramme reduces itself” to such Let us then examine all three 
of their deductions, which most probably will long remain a 
monument to the keen wit and profound socialist convictions 
of the Socialist Revolutionaries 

Deduction No 1: “A large portion of the territory of Rus 
sia now already belongs to the state what we need is that 
all the territory should belong to the people ” Our teeth are 
“now already” on edge from the touching references to state 
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ownciship of land in Russia contained in the writings of 
the police Narodniks (a la Sazonov, etc) and the various 
katheder reformers '* “What we need” is that people who 
style themselves socialists and even revolutionaries should 
traıl ın the rear of these gentlemen “What we need” ıs that 
socialists should lay stress on the alleged omnipotence of the 
“state” (forgetting even that a large share of the state land 
is concentrated in the uninhabited marginal regions of the 
country), and not on the class antagonism between the sem 

serf peasantry and the privileged handful of big landowners, 
who own most of the best cultivated land and with whom the 
“state” has always been on the best of terms Our Socialist 

Revolutionaries, who imagine that they are deducing a pure 
idea of socialism, are im actual fact sullying this idea by 
their uncritical attitude towards the old Narodism 

Deduction No 2 “The land 1s now already passing from 
capital to labour what we need 1s that this process be com 
pleted by the state” The deeper you go into the forest, the 
thicker the trees * Let us take another step towards police 
Narodism, let us call on the (class!) “state” to extend peas 
ant landownership in general This is remarkably socıalıs 
tic and amazingly revolutionary But what can one expect of 
people who call the purchase and lease of land by the peas 
ants a transfer “from capital to labour” and not transfer 
of land from the feudal minded landlords to the rural bour 
geoisie_ Lef us remind these people at Icast of the statistics 
on the actual distribution of the land that 1s “passing to la 
bour” between six and nine tenths of all peasant pur_ 
thased land, and from five to eight tenths of all leased land 
are concentrated ın the hands of one fifth of the peasant 
houscholds, ie, ın the hands of a small minority of well to 
do peasants From thıs one can judge whether there is much 
truth in the Socialist Revolutionaries’ words when they as 
sert “we do not at all count” on the well to do peasants but 
only on the “labouring sections exclusively” 

Deduction No 3 “The peasant already has land, and in 
most cases on the basis of equalıtarıan land distribution 
what we need is that this labour tenure should be carried 
through to the end. . and culminate ın collective agricul 
tural production through the development of co operatives of 


* A Russian saving Ed 
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every kind” Scratch a Socialist Revolutionary and you find 
Mr V.V !!5 When it came to action, all the old prejudices 
of Narodism, which had safely preserved themselves behind 
shifty phrasing, crept to the surface at once State owner 
ship of the land the completion by the state of the trans 
ference of the land to the peasantry the village commune 

co operatives collectivism in this magnificent scheme of 
Messrs Sazonov, Yuzov, N on,!® the Socialist Revolution 
aries, Hofstetter, Totomiants, and so on and so forth ın 
this scheme a mere trifle is lacking. It takes account neither 
of developing capitalism, nor of the class struggle But then 
how could this trifle enter the minds of people whose entire 
ideological luggage consists of Narodmk rags and smart 
patches of fashionable criticism? Did not Mr Bulgakov 
himself say that there is no place for the class struggle in 
the countryside? Will the replacement of the class struggle 
by ‘‘co operatives of every kind” fail to satisfy both the 
liberals and the “critics”, and ın general all those to whom 
socialism is no more than a traditional label? And ıs it not 
possible to try to soothe naive people with the assurance: 
“Of course, any idealisation of the village commune ıs alien 
to us”, although right next to this assurance you read some 
colossal bombast about the “colossal organisation of the mur 
peasants”, then bombast that “in certain respects no other 
class in Russia ıs so impelled towards a purely (') political 
struggle as the peasantry”, that peasant self determination 
(') 1s far broader ın scope and in competence than that of 
the Zemstvo, '? that this combination of “broad” (up to 
the very boundary of the village?) ... “independent activi 
ty” with an absence of the “most elementary civic rights” 
“seems to have been deliberately designed for the purpose 
of ...rousing and exercising (') political instincts and 
habits of social struggle” If you don't like all this, you dont 
have to listen, but. . 

“One has to be blind not to see how much easier it 1s to 
pass to the idea of socialising the land from the traditions 
of communal land tenure” Is it not the other way round, 
gentlemen? Are not those people hopelessly deaf and blind 
who to this very day do not know that it is precisely the 
medieval seclusion of the semi serf commune, which splits 
the peasantry into tiny unions and binds the rural proletariat 
hand and foot, that maintains the traditions of stagnation, 
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oppression, and barbarism? Are you not defeating your own 
purpose by recognising the usefulness of outside employ 
ment, which has already destroyed by three quarters the 
much vaunted traditions of equalitarian land tenure in the 
commune, and reduced these traditions to meddling by the 
police? 

The minimum piogramme of the Soualist Revolutionaries, 
based as ıt ıs on the theory we have just analysed, 1s a real 
curiosity This “programme” includes two items 1) “social: 
sation of the land, ıe, its conversion into the property of 
the whole of society, to be used by the working people”; 
2) “the development among the peasantry of all possible 
types of public associations and economic co operatives . 
(for a “purely” political struggle?) ... for the gradual eman- 
cipation of the peasantry from the sway of money capital... 
(and subjugation to industrial?) and for the preparation 
of collective agricultural production of the future” Just as 
the sun ıs reflected in a drop of water, so 1s the entire spır 
it of the present day “Social Revolutionarism” reflected ın 
these two items In theory. revolutionary phrase mongering 
instead of a considered and integral system of views, in prac 
tice helpless snatcning at this or that madish petty cx 
pedient instead of participation in the class struggle. that 
ıs all they have to show We must admit that it has re 
quired rare civic courage to place socialisation of the land 
alongside of co operation in a minimum programme Their 
minimum programme: Babeuf,'® on the one hand, and Mr. 
Levitsky, on the other '? This 1s inimitable 

If 1t were possible to take this programme seriously, we 
should have to say that, in deceiving themselves with grand 
ıloquent words, the Socialist Revolutionaries are also de 
ceiving the peasants It ıs deception to assert that “co oper- 
atıves of every kind” play a revolutionary role in present 
day society and prepare the way for collectivism rather than 
strengthen the rural bourgeoisie It is deception to assert 
that socialisation of the land can be placed before the “peas 
antry” as a “minimum”, as something just as close at hand 
as the establishment of co operatives. Any socialist could 
explain to our Socialist Revolutionaries that today the aboli 
tion of private ownership of land can only be the immediate 
prelude to its abolition in general, that the mere transfer of 
the land “to be used by the working people” would still not 
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satisfy the proletariat, since millions and tens of millions of 
ruined peasants are no longer able to work the land, even 
if they had ıt And to supply these ruined millions with ım 
plements, cattle, etc, would amount to the socialisation of 
all the means of production and would require a socialist 
revolution of the proletariat and not a peasant movement 
against the remnants of the scıf owning system The Social 
ist Revolutionaries are confusing socialisation of the land 
with bourgeois nationalisation of the land Speaking in the 
abstract, the latter 1s conceivable on the basis of capitalism 
too, without abolishing wage labour But the very example 
of these same Socialist Revolutionar1es 1s vivid confirmation 
of the truth that to advance the demand for nationalisation 
of the land in a police state ıs tantamount to obscuring the 
only revolutionary principle, that of the class struggle, and 
bringing grist to the mill of everv kind of bureaucracy 

Not only that The Socialist Revolutionaries descend to 
outright reaction when they rise up against the demand of 
our draft programme for the “annulment of all laws restrict 
ing the peasant in the free disposal of his land’ For the 
sake of the Narodnık prejudice about the “commune prin 
ciple” and the “equalitarıan principle” they denv to the 
peasant such a “most elementary civic right” as the right 
freely to dispose of his land, they complacently shut their 
eyes to the fact that the village commune of today 1s 
hemmed in by its social estate realitv, they become champi 
ons of the police interdictions established and supported by 
the “state” of the rural superintendents *" We believe 
that not only Mr Levitsky but Mr Pobedonostsev ?! too will 
not be very much alarmed over the demand for socialisation 
of the land for the purpose of establishing equalıtarıan land 
tenure, once this demand 1s put forth as a minimum demand 
alongside of which such things figure as co operatives and 
the defence of the police system of keeping the muzhik tied 
down to the official allotment which supports him 

Let the agrarian programme of the Socialist Revolution 
aries serve as a lesson and a warning to all socialists, a glar 
ing example of what results from an absence of ideology 
and principles, which some unthinking people call freedom 
from dogma When ıt came to action, the Socialist Revolu 
tionaries did not reveal even a single of the three conditions 
essential for the elaboration of a consistent socialist pro 
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gramme a clear idea of the ultimate aim, a correct under 
standing of the path leading to that aim, an accurate con 
ception of the true state of affans at the given moment or 
of the immediate tasks of that moment ‘They simply ob 
scured the ultimate aim of socialism by confusing socialisa 
tion of the land with bourgeois nationalisation and by con 
fusing the primitive peasant idea about small scale equalıta 
rıan land tenure with the doctrine of modern socialism on 
the conversion of all means of production into public proper 
ty and the organisation of socialist production ‘Ther concep 
tion of the path leading to socialism 15 peerlessly characte 
rised by their substitution of the development of co opera 
tives for the class struggle In thar estimation of the pres 
ent stage in the agrarian evolution of Russia, they have for 
gotten a trifle: the remnants of serf ownership, which weigh 
so heavily on our countryside The famous trinity which 
reflects their theoretical views the intelligentsia, the pro 
letarıat, and the peasantry has its complement in the no 
less famous three point “programme” socialisation of the 
land, co operatives, and attachment to the allotment 

Compare this with /skra’s programme, which indicates to 
the entire militant prolctarat onc ultimate aim, without 
reducing it to a “minimum”, without dcbasing ıt so as to 
adapt it to the ideas of certain backward sections of the pro 
letarıat or of the small producers The road Jeading to this 
aim is the same in town and countryside the class struggle 
of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie But besides this 
class struggle, another struggle ıs going on in our country 
side the struggle of the entire peasantry against the remnants 
of serf ownership And ın this struggle the party of the pro 
letariat promises its support to the entire peasantry and 
strives to provide its revolutionary ardour with a real objec 
tive, and guide its uprising against its real enemy, consider 
ing it dishonest and unworthy to treat the muzhik as though 
he were under tutelage or to conceal from him the fact that 
at present and immediately he can achieve only the complete 
eradication of all traces and remnants of the serf owning 
svstem, and only clear the way for the broader and more 
difficult struggle of the entire proletariat against the whole 
of bourgeois societv 
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Bernstein, Eduard (1850 193°) leader of the extreme opportunist 
wıng of the German Socıal Democrats and of the Second Inter 
national, theoretician of revisionism and reformism p 5 
Vestnik Russhot Revolutsu Sotstalno Politicheshoye Obozreniye 
(Herald of the Russian Revolution Socio Political Review) an 
illegal magazine published abroad (Paris Geneva) from 1901 to 
1905, four numbers were issued Beginning with No 2 it became 
the theoretical organ of the Socialist Revolutionary Party p 6 
Narodnaya Volya (The People's Will) a secret political organ: 
sation of Narodmk terrorists, which arose in August 1879 While 
continuing to uphold utopian Narodnik socialism, the members of 
Narodnaya Volya (Narodovoltsi) embarked upon the path of polit 
ical struggle and put forward as their main task the overthrowing 
of tsarism and achieving political liberty 

The Narodovoltsı waged a heroic fight against tsarism but their 
theoretical principles about “active” heroes and the “passive” mob 
were mistaken, they advocated the reorganisation of society with 
out the help of the people, on their own, by individual terrorism, 
by intimidating and dısorganısıng the government After March 1, 
1881 (the assassination of Alexander II), the government smashed 
the Narodnaya Volya organisation by savage persecution, executions, 
and provocation p 5 
Economism an opportunist trend ın Russian Social Democracy at 
the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth cen 
turies, a Russian variety of international opportunism The Econo 
mists tried to confine the tasks of the working class to an eco 
nomic struggle for higher wages and better working conditions, etc, 
asserting that the political struggle was the business of the liberal 
bourgeoisie They denied the leading role of the partv of the work 
ing class In ther deference to spontaneity in the working class 
movement, the Economists belıttled the significance of revolutionary 
theory and denied the need to instil socialist consciousness into 
the working class movement from without by the Marxist party 
thereby clearing the way for bourgeois ideology The Economists 
advocated the independence and amateurish activity of individual 
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Social Democratic circles, and opposed the need to create a centra 
lısed workıng class party p 6 
Revolutstonnaya Rossiya (Revolutionary Russia) an illegal news 
paper of the Socialist Revolutionaries It was published from 1900 
onwards in Russia by the League of Socialist Revolutionaries From 
January 190? to December 1905 ıt was published abroad (in Gene 
va) as the official organ of the party of Socialist Revolutionaries 

p 7 
Allotments or allotted land land redeemed by the peasants after 
the abolition of serfdom in Russia in 1861 The peasants had no 
right to sell it, ıt was owned collectively by the village communes 
and was periodically redistributed among the peasants p7 
The post Reform period, 1e, after the abohtion of serfdom in Rus 
sia in 1861 p 9 
The words spoken by Repetilov, a character in Gribovedov's come 
dy, Wit Works Woe, Act IV, Scene 4 p 9 
On April 2 (15), 1902, a student Balmashov assassinated Minister 
of the Interior, Sipvagin, as a sign of protest against the govern 
ment's severe repressions of the movement of protest in the coun 
try p 10 
“Let the writers do the writing and the readers do the reading” a 
sentence from M Y Saltykov Shchedrin’s Miscellancous Letters 
Letter One pil 
Ixkra the first all Russia illegal Marxıst newspaper, which I emn 
founded in 1900 and which played a decisive part in building up the 
revolutionary Marxist partv of the working class It was published 


abroad and secretly smuggled into Russia p 17 
The reference ıs to one of Turgenev's Poems in Prose “A Rule 
of Life” p 22 


Zarya a Marxist scientific and political journal published from 
1901 to 190° in Stuttgart by the Fditorial Board of Iskra p 22 
hatheder reformers, katheder Socialists representatives of a trend 
in bourgeois political economy, which arose in Germany ın the 
seventies and eighties of the nineteenth century Under the guise of 
socialism the Katheder Socialists advocated bourgeois liberal 
reformism from university chairs (Katheder ın German) Represen 
tatives of katheder Socialism asserted that the bourgeois state stands 
above class and 1s capable of reconciling hostile classes and of 
gradually introducing “socialism”, without affecting the interests of 
the capitalists and, as far as posstble, taking due account of the 
working people’s demands p 2 
V V (pseudonym of V P Vorontsov)—one of the idcologists of 
liberal Narodism in the eighties and nineties of the nineteenth cen 
tury p 26 
Y on or Mikola on (pseudonym of N F Danielon) one of 
the ideologists of liberal Narodısm ın the eighties and nineties of 
the nıneteenth century p 26 
7emstvo the name given to the local government bodies introduced 
in the central provinces of tsarist Russia in 1864 

The powers of the Zemstvos were limited to the purely local 
economic field (hospital and road building, statistics, insurance, 


31 


21 


etc) Their activities were controlled by the provincial governors 
and by the Minister of the Interior, who could overrule any 
decisions Which did not meet with the governments approval p ”b 
Babeuf, Francois Noel (1760 1797), known as Gracchus Babeuf 

a French revolutionary and an outstanding representative of utopi 
an equalitarian communisin p 27 
Levitsky beral Narodmk, founder of agricultural artels, ın Kher 
son Gubernia ın the nıneties Narodniks and Socialist Revolutiona 
ries regarded agricultural artels as a means of preventing the spread 
of capitalism and achieving peaceful “socialisation of the country 
side” (without class struggle and revolution) p 2 
Rural superintendent (Zemsky Nachalnik) an administrative post 
instituted by the tsarıst government in 1889 to strengthen the au 
thoritv of the landowners over the peasants The rural superinten 
dents were appointed from among the local landed nobility and 
were granted extensive powers, not merely administrative but also 
Judicial ones, including the right to arrest peasants and sentence 


them to corporal punishment p 28 
Pobedonostsev, k P. (1827 1907) reactionary statesman of tsarıst 
Russıa p 28 
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